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There are 31 claims in the application. 
Claims 1 - 28 and 30 have been withdrawn. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 TJ.S.C § 102 and 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim 29 had been amended herein to more particularly point out aspects of the 
invention. Claim 31 is new. Claim 31 has been added to claim a particular embodiment of 
the invention. Support for the amendments can be found throughout the Specificauon, Claims 
and Abstract; however, specific support for the amendment to Claim 29 can be found in the 
Specification onpage 10. lines 18-28. Specific support for new Claim 30 canbe found m 
the Specification on page 6, lines 10 - 19, and in Claim 29. 

Applicant respectfully traverses each and every rejection. 

Restriction/election 

Applicant notes mat the Examiner has recorded the Applicant's request to pursue 
Group XVI, claim 29 and has made the restriction final. 

Information disclosure statement 
Applicant thanks the Examiner for reviewing the previously submitted IDS and for 
returning a initialized copy. 

Oath/Declaration 

Applicant believes that the declaration submitted previously is not defective. 
According to 37 C.F.R. 1.63(a)(1) the oath or declaration must be executed by a competent 
person, but there is not stipulation that the oath or declaration must be dated: 

1.63(a) An oath or declaration filed under § 1.51(b)(2) as a part of a 

nonpro visional application must ^ _ 

(1) Be executed, i.e., signed, in accordance with either & 
1 .66 or § 1-68. There is no minimum age for a person to be qualified 
to sign, but the person must be competent to sign, i.e., understand 
the document that the person is signing; 

Also, neither cited section of the MPEP, neither 602.01 nor 602.02, stipulate that the 
oath or declaration must be dated to be properly executed. Further, neither 37 C J. R. §§ 1-66 
nor 1.68 stipulate that an oath or declaration must the dated to be properly executed. An 
effective date of execution can be inferred from the date of the signature on the Application 
Data Sheet. Finally Applicants note that form PTO/SB/01 A, provided by Hie Office does not 
include a date field. Thus, Applicant concludes that the originally filed signed, but not dated, 
declaration is properly executed and therefore not defective. 
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Drawings 

OCT 1 9 2006 

Applicant acknowledges that the drawings as currently submitted are acceptable for 
examination. 



Claim Rejections under 35 IT-S.C. § 112, second paragraph 
The examiner has rejected Claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph for 
being indefinite. Applicant argues that Claim 29 as amended is definite. The examiner states 
on page 3 of the May 16, 2006 Office Action: 

"Claim 29 is unclear in its recitation of "general structure". Applicant has 
failed to define this term. Does the Applicant mean the ordering of the 
genetic elements of in the ORF? Is the applicant talking about the 3d 
conformation structure of the cassette?" 

The meaning of "general structure" in the context of Claim 29 is in reference to the 
order of the elements in the ORF and is clear from the plain language of the Claim. For 
clarity Applicants have amended the claim to recite "structure" as opposed to " general 
structure", 

Applicant intended specific meaning attached to the phrase "sporamin signal peptide". 
Therefore, this phrase was defined in the Specification on page 9 beginning on line 7: 

"The term "sporamin signal peptide" (SSP) refers to the amino acid 
sequence of SEQ ID NO:l and those sequences synthetically derived 
therefrom." 

Applicant believes this definition is clear to one skilled in the art and complies with 35 U.S.C. 
§ 112, second paragraph. 

la view of the foregoing Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 29 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C §102 
The examiner has rejected Claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as anticipated by Boevink, 
Planta 1999,208:392 - 400 ('Boevink') andGomordet &,PlantJ., 1997, ll(2):313-325 
('Gomord'). 

Both Boevink and Gomord are cited for teaching at cassette having the structure SSP- 
TP-ER where each of the elements are defined as per the instant claim 29. Applicants traverse 
as each and every element of the invention is not found in the claims as now amended. 

Claim 29 has been amended to recite the specific case where the translocated protein is 
a silk-like protein. Neither Boevink nor Gomord teach a protein to be translocated that is a 
silk-like protein. Additionally new claim 3 1 claims specific silk-like proteins exemplified in 
the specification. As each and every element of the claimed invention is not now found in the 
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cited references Applicant's submit that the claims are not anticipated by the cited references 
and respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection under 35 USC § 102, 



Respectfully submitted, 

S. NEIL FEL 
ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT 
Registration No.: 36,506 
Telephone: (302)992-6460 
Facsimile: (302)992-5374 

Dated: Octoberl6. 2006 
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